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1. Abstract

The tissue-specific nature of epigenetic control is the greatest driver of cell-type heterogene-

ity. DNA methylation is no exception and has been implicated in various regulatory pro-

cesses ranging from cell differentiation to imprinting. As the methyl group is embedded in

the DNA molecule, assessing DNA methylation is particularly promising in liquid-biopsy-based

approaches, as cell-free DNA retains information related to its cell of origin. In this work, I

leverage a recently profiled collection of cell-sorted whole genome bisulfite profiles of 44 healthy

cell types. The high quality and purity of such data provide an ideal basis for discovering and

characterizing discriminative DNA methylation regions that could serve as a reference for in

silico deconvolution. First, I characterize differentially methylated regions between every pair

of cell types, obtaining a meaningful measure of divergence. Pairwise differences were then

aggregated to identify a set of uniquely (de)methylated regions (UMRs) for each cell type.

Identified UMRs are predominantly hypomethylated and their numbers vary greatly across cell

types. They are mostly located in enhancer regions and strongly support cell-type-specific

characteristics. As mapping onto UMRs has proven unsuitable for deconvolution, I developed

a novel approach utilizing the set cover algorithm to select discriminative regions for this pur-

pose. Based on these regions, deconvolution was performed in two distinct approaches: a

beta-value-based and a read-level one. Both approaches outperform an existing deconvolution

software modeled on the same data 3-fold in terms of total deconvolution error. Surprisingly,

the beta-based approach slightly outperformed the read-level one. Overall, I present an adapt-

able, end-to-end software solution (methylcover) for obtaining accurate cell type deconvolution,

with possible future applications to non-invasive assays for disease detection and monitoring.
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2. Objectives

The interpretation of DNA methylation data requires a clear understanding of cell-type het-

erogeneity. This is particularly relevant in the context of cell-type deconvolution, the project’s

primary task aimed at resolving the relative abundances of single cell types accounting for an

observed admixed signal. Motivated by this problem, here I describe an end-to-end workflow

that aims to improve upon current feature selection strategies previously applied in this context.

In particular, the thesis is divided into two main sections with distinct aims:

1. Identify unique DNA methylation markers that uniquely characterize healthy cell types of

interest

2. Optimize the set of markers to provide robust deconvolution results from DNA methylation

profiles of bulk samples
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3. Introduction

3.1 The human epigenome

Despite the fact that every cell in the human body carries identical genetic information, their

phenotypes vary due to differences in both the qualitative and quantitative aspects of their

gene expression landscapes. These expression patterns are formed during development and

perserved as cells divide via mitosis, uniquely characterizing different cell types. Epigenetic

regulation, such as 1) post-transnational histone modification, 2) DNA methylation, and 3)

RNA-dependent mechanisms, are known to stably alter gene expression by acting on the tran-

scriptional level [1]. This epigenetic information, which is passed down to daughter cells during

mitosis and distinguishes different cell types, is collectively termed the epigenome. While an in-

dividual’s genome is generally considered to be stable throughout their lifespan and largely the

same in all cells, the epigenome exhibits variation between different cells types and is subject

to alterations over time, influenced by both internal and external factors [1]. The epigenetic

landscape of various cell types is prone to vast modifications during certain biological stages

like fetal development, puberty, or pregnancy. Importantly, its changes can also be indicative,

or even the cause of a number of diseases and conditions [2]. For this reason, understanding epi-

genetic mechanisms has been a main focus of studies concerning healthy aging, developmental

biology, and oncology in the last decade.

3.2 DNA methylation

DNA methylation is an epigenetic mechanism that refers to the reversible addition of a methyl

group (CH3) on the 5’ position of cytosine residues giving rise to 5-methylcytosine (5-mC).

Cytosine methylation can be mono or biallelic and is inherited by the daughter cell after mito-

sis. In mammals, this modification almost exclusively happens when cytosine is located 5’ to

guanine – denoted as CpG methylation (p stands for the phosphodiester bond linking the two

nucleotides). Less frequently, DNA methylation can also occur in non-CpG contexts – CHH

and CHG (where H substitutes one nucleotide: either adenine, cytosine, or thymine) [3]. These

non-CpG modifications are quite rare in human somatic cells (at around 0.02%). However,

in pluripotent cells, they can amount to up to 25% of the total DNA methylation [4]. The

addition of methyl groups changes the biophysical properties of DNA by inhibiting interactions
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with specific proteins while facilitating the binding of others. However, in general, it is asso-

ciated with reduced gene expression when present in functional elements such as promoters or

enhancers.

Places in the genome where CpG pairing occurs at a higher frequency are called CpG

islands. These regions are frequently located in gene promoters, but recent studies have shown

that about 50% of them are located in inter or intragenic regions [5]. Although in healthy

cells, 70–80% of CpG sites are methylated, the majority of CpG islands located at promoter

sites have low levels of methylation, thus allowing gene expression. Methylated CpG islands at

promoters are associated with long-term silencing such as imprinted genes and X chromosome

inactivation [6, 7].

CpG shores are regions stretching 2kb upstream and downstream of CpG islands. CpGs in

CpG shores are often less dense and more methylated w.r.t. CpG islands. One previous inves-

tigation demonstrated that gene expression levels were negatively associated with methylation

levels at CpG island shores [8]. Beyond CpG shores, open-sea CpG sites are even more sparse

and most often intergenic and fully methylated.

DNA methylation can affect gene expression via three main mechanisms. Firstly, it can

change the chromatin structure and accessibility of transcription factors; secondly, by changing

the binding affinity of transcription factors to binding sites at gene promoters and enhancers and

lastly, by affecting the binding affinity of methylation-specific recognition proteins. For example,

methyl-binding MeCP proteins, which associate with various transcriptional repressors, bind

methylated CpG sites where they can further reduce transcription by condensing the chromatin

by recruiting histone deacetylases [9].

3.2.1 DNA methylation establishment and maintenance

The creation and maintenance of DNA methylation are performed by a family of enzymes

called DNA methyltransferases (DNMTs). In mammals, five members of this family have been

identified: DNMT1, DNMT2, DNMT3a, DNMT3b, and DNMT3L [10]. DNMT1 plays a crucial

role in preserving DNA methylation during mitosis by replicating the methylation patterns of

the parent DNA strand onto the newly synthesized one. DNMT3a and DNMT3b are responsible

for de novo DNA methylation, as well as assisting DNMT1 to propagate methylation patterns

during cell division [11]. DNMT3L has been shown to stimulate DNMT3a activity and reduce

gene expression by interacting with histone deacetylase 1 [12]. In in vitro experiments, DNMT2

has been shown to have weak DNA methylation ability, but higher RNA methylation capability

[13].

DNA demethylation may occur either passively when methylation patterns fail to be main-

tained after cell division, or actively when methyl groups are cleaved off. Passive DNA demethy-

lation refers to the loss of methyl groups when DNMT1 is inhibited or absent during DNA

replication [14]. Active mammalian DNA demethylation remains unclear as several mechanisms
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seem to be complementing each other. For example, active demethylation can be observed in

zygotes before the first meiotic division when both paternal and maternal genomes are rapidly

demethylated [15]. The family of ten-eleven translocation (TETs) enzymes and thymine DNA

glycosylase are key factors in both active and passive demethylation [16].

3.2.2 DNA methylation and diseases

Proper establishment and maintenance of DNA methylation are essential for normal develop-

ment in mammals. Studies have shown that knocking-out DNMT1 or DNMT3b in mice results

in embryonic lethality and that mice lacking DNMT3a die within a few weeks of birth [17, 18].

A well-studied category of conditions induced by aberrant DNA methylation is imprinting

disorders. Genomic imprinting refers to a parent-of-origin-specific epigenetic modification where

gene expression of the imprinted allele becomes silenced while only the other allele is expressed.

Examples of these disorders include developmental syndromes such Beckwith-Wiedemann syn-

drome, Prader-Willi syndrome, and transient neonatal diabetes mellitus[19, 20, 21]. Moreover,

a wide range of diseases have been reported to be associated with defective methylation patterns

including rheumatoid arthritis [22], autism [23], and Alzheimer’s disease [24].

In cancer, distorted DNA methylation patterns both accompany genic oncological mecha-

nisms and it is even hypothesized that they can induce tumorigenesis [25]. Global hypomethy-

lation of DNA is a hallmark of malignancies and can be frequently observed in many cancers.

This loss of methylation usually occurs in repetitive sequences, transposable elements, and reg-

ulatory regions and leads to genomic instability and chromosomal abnormalities [26]. On the

other hand, hypermethylation of CpG islands in promoter regions of tumor suppressor genes

can lead to their silencing, thus allowing cancer cells to proliferate unchecked [27]. Overall,

vast changes in the methylome are a common feature of cancer cells and might play an impor-

tant role in cancer development and progression. Therefore, DNA methylation has emerged as

a promising target for cancer diagnosis, prognosis and treatment, with several drugs already

developed that target DNA methylation enzymes to restore normal gene expression and inhibit

tumor growth [28].

3.2.3 Plasma cell-free DNA methylation

Plasma cell-free DNA (cfDNA) is the DNA that circulates freely in the bloodstream (i.e. it

is not included in cells or other compartments), originating from different tissues. As the

methyl group is embedded into the DNA molecule, it is possible to trace the origin of captured

fragments using its distribution patterns [29].

Recently, cfDNA has emerged as a promising biomarker for non-invasive early detection and

monitoring of various diseases in which tissue degradation occurs, including cancer. Obtaining

such markers is usually performed by identifying methylation patterns able to discriminate

the condition of interest in situ, then capturing those regions in blood using high-throughput
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sequencing or other methods. Apart from early detection, cfDNA methylation has the potential

to be used as a biomarker for cancer prognosis and treatment response [30]. By analyzing the

changes in cfDNA methylation over time, physicians can assess the effectiveness of cancer

treatments and adjust the treatment plan as needed. Moreover, cfDNA methylation analysis

has shown promise in detecting minimal residual disease in cancer patients [31]. The possibility

may allow for earlier and more effective interventions to prevent disease recurrence. In the non-

cancer context, cfDNA methylation has shown promise as a prognostic tool for organ transplant

patients [32]. By analyzing the abundance of the grafted organ DNA in blood over time,

physicians can assess the risk of organ rejection and adjust the treatment plan accordingly.

Overall, the use of cfDNA methylation is rapidly evolving, the cost of profiling is decreasing,

and it is expected to become a commonly used tool in clinical practice for detecting, diagnosing,

and monitoring various conditions in the near future.

3.3 Measuring and analyzing DNA methylation

3.3.1 Common assays

Historically, a number of assays have been used to detect methylation. Depending on the

investigation objective and resources available, a researcher will most likely choose one of the

following:

1. Bisulfite microarrays

2. Bisulfite next-generation sequencing

3. Immuno-precipitation-based sequencing (MeDiP-seq)

Both next-gen sequencing methods and array-based ones require a step of bisulfite conversion.

The bisulfite conversion of DNA changes unmethylated cytosines into uracils through deamina-

tion while leaving 5-mC and 5-hydroxymethylcytosine (5-hmC – the oxidation product of the

former) unchanged. The DNA treated with bisulfite undergoes amplification using PCR, lead-

ing to the conversion of uracils to thymines. Consequently, unmethylated cytosines in the DNA

molecule are transformed into thymines while the methylated cytosines remain as cytosines.

This process results in a distinct nucleotide variation between methylated and unmethylated

cytosines that can be conveniently detected when compared to the initial reference genome. A

disadvantage of all assays involving bisulfite treatment is that it becomes impossible to differ-

entiate the methylated cytosine and its oxidized product. However, 5-hmC distribution across

different human cell types is low w.r.t 5-mC and ranges from 0.04 – 0.6% [33].

Bisulfite microarrays aim to identify the ratio of methylated vs unmethylated CpGs at pre-

determined genomic locations. Most widely used panels capture around 27000, 450000, and

850000 such CpGs (Illumina’s Infinum HumanMethylation27, Infinum HumanMethylation450
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and Infinum HumanMethylation850 BeadChip arrays, respectively). Even with the Human-

Methylation450 array, 99% RefSeq genes (hg19 reference) and 96% CpG islands are covered

[34]. Here, two types of fluorescent antibodies (each with a specific wavelength) are added to

the panel probes where they bind the converted or unconverted cytosine sequences with high

selectivity. Once the ratio of luminescence of these two antibodies is determined, it can be used

as a proxy for the methylation level of a specific site. This value is called a beta value, and it

corresponds to the ratio of methylated cytosines at a CpG site. A disadvantage of microarray

assays is the fact that they are limited to a small number of predetermined CpGs out of ∼28.2

million in the human genome. However, they are quite affordable, provide reliable beta values,

and, if needed, a custom panel covering CpGs of choice can be crafted.

Bisulfite next-gen sequencing, on the other hand, allows greater breadth and single-nucleotide

resolution DNA methylation. One can sequence the whole genome, identifying the methylation

status of virtually all CpGs – termed whole genome bisulfite sequencing (WGBS). In this assay,

the reliability of inferred methylation values is proportional to the genomic coverage. However,

the experiment cost also scales with it. Depending on financial resources, one might choose

1) an expensive high-coverage genome-wide experiment or 2) a cheaper genome-wide low-pass

one. If only specific genomic regions are of interest, 3) targeted sequencing can provide high

coverage data while also being affordable by focusing the assay on only the desired regions. A

commonly used targeted assay for standard, pre-selected genomic regions is called 4) reduced

representation bisulfite sequencing (RRBS). Here, by using specific restriction enzyme diges-

tions and size selection, one can get single-nucleotide resolution DNA methylation data for

∼80% of human CpG islands and more than 60% of human promoters while only sequencing

∼3% of the genome [34].

In sequencing experiments, the aggregation of adjacent CpG site methylation values is

usually done to obtain a mean methylation estimate of a region. This provides a more stable

estimate than observing a single CpG, which might not reflect methylation in neighboring sites.

MeDIP-seq is a genome-wide assay that combines immunoprecipitation of methylated DNA

fragments with next-generation sequencing to generate genome-wide DNA methylation maps.

This method is based on the use of an antibody specific to 5-mC, but not 5-hmC. After immuno-

precipitation, the methylated DNA fragments are purified and subjected to next-generation

sequencing. MeDIP-seq has several advantages over bisulfite sequencing, including high sen-

sitivity, selectivity for 5-mC only, and lower cost. However, MeDIP-seq infers methylation in

lower resolution (block of around 100bp) compared to WGBS, which can provide single-base

resolution [35].

For this research project, only bisulfite sequencing assays are of interest.

7



3.3.2 Identifying differential and unique methylation

Upon obtaining single CpG site methylation values for samples in test and control groups,

the goal is often to identify which sites or regions are deferentially methylated. Identifying

deferentially methylated sites (DMSs) is a relatively easy task, which can be solved with a

number of statistical tests or simply by thresholding the difference of intra-group methylation

means (delta-beta value). More advanced methods seek to identify continuous differentially

methylated regions (DMRs), which are biologically more informative. DMRs can be inferred

both from microarray and bisulfite sequencing data.

A number of tools have been developed by the scientific community for the purpose of

identifying DMRs. Some of these include Rocker-Meth [36], which utilizes hidden Markov

Models, DMRcate [37], which employs kernel smoothing on single site t-statistics and Metilene

[38], which relies on a circular binary segmentation algorithm combined with a two-dimensional

Kolmogorov–Smirnov test. These tools output a set of regions that are either hypermethylated

or hypomethylated in one group w.r.t the other.

The analysis gets even more complex in a scenario with many groups, such as the one

discussed in this work. For example, when analyzing methylomes of many different cell types,

the goal is usually to find uniquely (de)methylated regions for each cell type. The most common

method in literature is selecting top n regions/sites with the highest delta-beta in a one-cell-

type–vs–all-other comparison [39, 40, 41], or top n features of each class from a multi-class

machine learning model [42, 43]. While these markers might have discriminative power when

combined, there is no guarantee they are truly unique. Therefore, in a setting where the goal

is to examine the number of truly unique methylation markers of each cell type and their

functions, the mentioned approach might not be optimal. I will address this problem in the

following chapters by presenting a new, all-against-all method for identifying cell-type-specific

markers.

3.4 Resolving cell type mixtures using DNA methylation

The problem of inferring in what amounts different cell types are present in a composite mixed

sample is referred to as deconvolution. Although cell types can be purified from bulk samples

in vitro through methods like cell enrichment or cell sorting, this process is laborious and

requires specific antibodies for each cell type of interest. A post-experimental approach to

cell subpopulation analysis involves the use of computational deconvolution as an alternative

method. To analyze cell-type mixtures accurately in such a way, the deconvolution software

needs to be modeled on omics data with strong underlying cell-type-specific signatures, such

as DNA methylation. Computational methylation-based deconvolution is hereinafter referred

to as deconvolution. Deconvolution models can operate both on CpG sites or larger regions.

These methods can be divided into two main categories depending on whether they are using
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referenced, pure cell type data or not [44]:

Reference-based approaches infer cell type composition based on reference data of purified

cell populations or single-cell experiments [44]. These methods consist of two main steps.

Firstly, regions (or sites) with discriminative, cell-type-specific methylation need to be selected.

Secondly, various algorithms and statistical models are utilized to fit cell type proportions using

the observed methylation data in the selected features. Linear least squares methods [39, 45,

46], expectation–maximization algorithms [47, 48], deep neural networks [49], various forms of

regression [42, 43, 50] and others have been applied.

Reference-free methods, unlike reference-based approaches, utilize alternative strategies

to estimate the proportions of various cell types without relying on reference data. Imple-

mentations are quite variable, and numerous such approaches have been proposed [51, 52, 53,

54].

Both reference and reference-free methods are well established and have been used widely

to infer cell populations in whole blood, cfDNA, and bulk tissues, including tumors.

These approaches have been extensively employed on microarray data, but nowadays on

bisulfite sequencing data as well, which is becoming more popular due to reducing costs, single-

nucleotide resolution methylation calls, and genome-wide coverage. Bisulfite sequencing also

opens up the possibility of analyzing the methylation states of each DNA fragment (read) in

the sample. Therefore, another division of deconvolution methods can be introduced:

Beta-based methods, which are applicable both on microarray and sequencing data, per-

form deconvolution by fitting cell type proportions using 0-to-1 ranged beta values. Microarrays

already provide data in this format. However, sequencing reads have to be collapsed and sum-

marized to express the fraction of methylation on each site or region, which might cause a loss

of information.

Read-based methods, which are only applicable to sequencing data, perform deconvolution

by analyzing the methylation status of each read or read pair. This should theoretically be

more suitable for deconvolution, given that the sample being deconvolved is a mixture of DNA

fragments originating from different cell types. Recent scientific deconvolution projects seem

to prefer this approach [55, 39, 56]. However, an extensive comparison between read-based and

beta-based methods, where all other variable factors have been eliminated, has still not been

performed.

In this research project, I will introduce a novel approach for feature selection in reference-

based deconvolution and compare the performance of both beta-based and read-based decon-

volution on an identical set of regions.
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4. Results

4.1 Cell-type-specific methylation signals via pairwise comparisons

4.1.1 Pairwise DMR identification

To identify the most suitable way of selecting discriminative regions to be used for composite

tissue deconvolution, the uniqueness of cell type methylation markers needs to be assessed first.

Instead of performing a one-vs-all analysis, I resort to pairwise comparisons later to identify

the most informative markers and analyze their functional roles. From cell-sorted, WGBS data

of healthy adults produced by Loyfer et al. [39], autosomal chromosomes were selected from

186 samples which I grouped into 44 cell types while ensuring all groups had at least three

biological replicates. Considering only CpG sites, all groups had mean sequencing coverage

above 20x, providing high granularity for the beta signal (Figure S1).

Using Metilene [38], a tool for identifying differentially methylated regions between groups,

DMRs were called in all possible 946 pair-wise combinations between the 44 cell type groups.

DMRs with at least 5 CpGs, FDR less or equal to 0.05, and a delta-beta value greater than

0.4 were retained in all comparisons. Figure 1 shows an example of DMR defined between two

groups of samples. Even in the case of closely related cell types, such as CD4 and CD8 T cells,

Metilene can capture differential methylation. Here, the marked region is in line with the bio-

logical difference between these cell types – the expression of the CD4 gene. Demethylation of

the first exon and intron in CD4 gene suggests that DNA methylation is one of the mechanisms

for regulating its expression.

Figure 1: Differential methylation between CD4 and CD8 T cells samples captured by
Metilene. Visualisation was made by using IGV [57].
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The number of DMRs identified w.r.t. all other cell types is relatively stable (Figure 2),

with the exception of myeloid and smooth muscle cells, which are heavily hypomethylated

compared to all others. Myeloid cells are hematopoietic; thus, like other multipotent stem cells

are expected to have more genome-wide demethylations [58]. However, for smooth muscles,

there is no clear explanation for this trend, nor has relative demethylation of this cell type been

reported previously.
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Figure 2: Number of hyper/hypomethylated regions w.r.t. all other cell types
(expressed in 10.000s).

The number of DMRs between two cell types can be used as a pseudo-distance to perform

clustering (Figure 3). In line with previous results, myeloid and smooth muscle cells have

the highest degree of differential methylation across all cell types. Interestingly, clustering

into developmental layers and, in some cases even sub-layers, is visible. This indicates that

methylation patterns are shared between cell types in the same developmental lineage and

are preserved long after differentiating from multipotent stem cells. Likewise, the functional

convergence of different cell types might explain this observation. Blocks of highly developmen-

tally and functionally related cell types can be seen for endothelial, blood and various epithelial

cell types. Most mesodermal cell types were grouped into a cluster very early, while other

cell types formed smaller functional groups, such as gastrointestinal and pancreas tissues. An

interesting observation from these results is the proximity of adipocytes to endothelial cells.

Methylation-wise, adipocytes and endothelia are even more similar to each other in comparison

to the mutual resemblance of different types of white blood cells. Even though there is a strong

preservation of developmental lineage signal across cell types, these results show that there

are cases when tissues with completely different biological functions can converge to having
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Figure 3: Using the number of DMRs as a pseudo-distance for clustering with complete
linkage.

a very similar methylome, thus suggesting the importance of understanding other epigenetic

regulation mechanisms.

For the next analyses, cell types with too few DMRs between them were merged into a single

category, and Metilene was re-run with aggregated groups. Kidney podocytes and kidney

epithelial cells (1 DMR), kidney glomerular endothelia and tubular endothelia (16 DMRs),

smooth muscles and fibroblast (331 DMRs), monocytes and macrophages (370 DMRs), colon

endocrine and epithelia (370 DMRs), and CD4 and CD8 T cells (711 DMRs) were joined into

single groups before extracting unique methylation signatures. This aggregation procedure

allows discovering more robust and informative markers while sacrificing only a small fraction

of cell type resolution.

4.1.2 Extraction of unique methylation signatures

After obtaining all pairwise differential methylations, uniquely hypo and hypermethylated re-

gions were identified for all 38 cell types. A region is defined as uniquely (de)methylated for

a given cell type if it is identified as differentially methylated between that cell type and all
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others. This was performed separately for hypo and hypermethylated markers by intersect-

ing all pairwise DMRs of a single cell type. Only regions with at least 3 CpG sites and an

intra-group mean coverage of at least 10 were considered. This approach identified a total of

35629 hypomethylated markers and 531 hypermethylated markers. The number of uniquely

methylated regions (UMRs) differs significantly across cell types, and hypermethylated unique

regions are quite rare (Figure 4). Interestingly, smooth muscles (now grouped with fibroblast),

which were heavily hypomethylated in pairwise comparisons (Figure 2), have just a few UMRs.

In order to exclude the possibility that aggregation with fibroblast confounded marker selection,

pairwise DMR identification, and UMR selection were also performed when smooth muscle and

fibroblast were separated and yielded a similarly low UMR count for both cell types (Figure

S2).
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Figure 4: Number of hyper and hypomethylated UMRs across cell types.

Similarly, myeloid cells have fewer UMRs than hepatocytes, cardiomyocytes, and oligoden-

drocytes. This suggests that even though methylomes of these cells are globally demethylated

w.r.t others, many of these hypomethylated regions are demethylated in at least one other cell

type as well. In adipocytes and all endothelia, the number of UMRs is the lowest.

Even though they are much less numerous when piled up, hypermethylated UMRs are

significantly richer in CpG sites, longer, and have a higher CpG density (Figure 5) w.r.t.

hypomethylated ones. This is also true at the cell type level in many cases. As a sanity check,

beta values of UMRs are shown in Figure S3 to make sure hypomethylated markers have low

and hypermethylated markers have high values. Comparing the set of all UMRs with the top

1000 markers of 36 different cell types, identified by Loyfer et al., showed that only 10570 are

shared (difference in cell types due to different merging choices). To better understand the
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biological relevance of these markers, UMRs were investigated by assessing their functional

properties using multiple approaches and by integrating them with different omics data.
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Figure 5: CpG count, length, and density of hypomethylated and hypermethylated
UMRs.
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4.1.3 Distribution of functional elements covered by UMRs

An important factor to consider is which functional elements can the identified markers be

found in. Since DNA methylation is most commonly associated with CpG islands, the presence

of markers inside these regions was assessed first. Surprisingly, out of 36160 UMRs identified

only 728 overlap CpG islands, 292 of which are hypermethylated regions. This is quite a strong

enrichment, given that hypermethylated UMRs constitute only ∼1.5% of the total marker

count. These results also suggest an explanation for the higher CpG numbers, density, and

longer regions in hypermethylated w.r.t hypomethylated markers.

Next, I investigated which functional elements overlap UMRs by matching markers with

various gene annotations (Figure 6). Apart from using standard UCSC gene annotation data,

I also included experimentally validated, multi-cell-type databases of 1988217 enhancers col-

lected by Gao et al. [59] and 8827 silencers collected by Zeng et al. [60]. The distribution of

functional elements across cell types, both in hypo and hypermethylated UMRs, is quite con-

sistent – markers are mostly found in enhancers and introns. These results are consistent with

previous studies that have associated cell-type-specific demethylation with gene enhancers [39,

61, 62]. When aggregated and compared, hypermethylated UMRs are significantly enriched for

promoters and exons (Fisher’s exact test p-value = 1e-44 and 4.56e-6, respectively). In contrast,

hypomethylated ones are enriched for enhancers (Fisher’s exact test p-value = 5.37e-10).

4.1.4 Exploring potential functions and cell-type-specificity of UMRs using gene

and motif enrichment

To evaluate whether selected UMRs support cell-type-specific characteristics and assess their

joint functional effect across cell types, genomic region enrichment was performed using rGREAT

[63] to identify genes adjacent to markers and analyze their enrichment for various GO anno-

tations. Selected significant results for hypomethylated gene enrichment are shown in Table

4.1.

Blood cells show enrichment for terms related to their physiologies; oligodendrocytes terms

related to myelination, which is their primary function; liver hepatocytes are enriched in

terms related to fat processing and cardiomyocytes in functions that characterize heart muscles

uniquely. Interestingly, besides being enriched for lung cell terms, bronchus cells are enriched

for several terms related to tubulogenesis. Similar gene pathways are known to be responsible

for tubular growth and branching both in bronchial and nephronic zones [64]. The same could

be possible for ear development.

Hypermethylated UMRs around gene loci, which are generally correlated with reduced ac-

tivity, also show interesting results. In all cell types with identified hypermethylated UMR

enrichment results, terms related to fetal development are present. Lung bronchus epithelia
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(b) Hypermethylated UMRs – black asterisks denote the significance of enrichment, while the red ones
depletion w.r.t hypomethylated markers of the same cell type.

Figure 6: Functional elements overlapping cell-type-specific markers.

were enriched for pattern specification processes and respiratory system development (q-value

= 0.023; 0.046, respectively). Hepatocytes were enriched for developmental growth (q -value =

0.016). Oligodendrocytes were enriched for nervous system development (q-value = 4.02-e4).

In line with previous research, these results suggest DNA that methylation might be one of

the mechanisms responsible for inhibiting pathways that should be active only during embry-

onic/fetal development [65].

Next, I aggregated all UMRs, separating hyper and hypomethylated ones, and performed mo-

tif enrichment using HOMER [66]. In hypermethylated UMRs, the only significantly enriched

motif was the binding site of the CTCF transcriptional repressor, identified in 5.46% sequences.
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Description ID Ontology q-value
Granulocytes
Granulocyte activation GO:0036230 Biological Process 9.45e-5

Secretory granule membrane GO:0030667 Cellular Component 1.34e-4

Regulated exocytosis GO:0045055 Biological Process 1.73e-4

B cells
B cell receptor signaling pathway GO:0050853 Biological Process 3.98e-6

Fc-gamma receptor signaling pathway involved in phagocytosis GO:0038096 Biological Process 1.51e-5

Regulation of b cell proliferation GO:0030888 Biological Process 7.22e-4

Oligodendrocytes
Gliogenesis GO:0042063 Biological Process 5.30e-5

Axon ensheathment GO:0008366 Biological Process 1.01e-4

Myelination GO:0042552 Biological Process 1.76e-4

Liver hepatocytes
Fatty acid metabolic process GO:0006631 Biological Process 1.60e-6

Hepaticobiliary system development GO:0061008 Biological Process 4.03e-5

Regulation of cholesterol transport GO:0032374 Biological Process 1.37e-4

Regulation of hepatocyte proliferation GO:2000345 Biological Process 1.59e-3

Heart cardiomyocytes
Regulation of heart contraction GO:0008016 Biological Process 4.71e-10

Cardiac muscle cell dif erentiation GO:0055007 Biological Process 5.86e-10

Membrane depolarization during sa node cell action potential GO:0086046 Biological Process 1.13e-2

Lung bronchus
Tube development GO:0035295 Biological Process 3.73e-8

Kidney development GO:0001822 Biological Process 2.28e-6

Ear development GO:0043583 Biological Process

f

8.55e-6

Lung cell dif erentiation GO:0060479 Biological Process 1.47e-2

DEFA4 (-277), ATG7 (-1226), GPR97 (1402), MS4A3 (-1657), NIT2 (2120)

GPR97 (1402), MS4A3 (-1657), AZU1 (3102), RAB5B (4619), KCNAB2 (-4849)

DEFA4 (-277), ATG7 (-1226), GPR97 (1402), MS4A3 (-1657), NIT2 (2120)

CD19 (48), BLK (-739), BLK (1033), KLHL6 (3143), CD79B (-4660)

ARPC4 (2380), GRB2 (4172), WASF2 (11792), SRC (-12101), WASF2 (16865)

TNFRSF13B (-5), TLR9 (-123), MZB1 (508), TNFRSF13C (-565), TLR9 (1072)

MAG (363), KCNJ10 (760), GPR56 (-1845), KCNJ10 (2283), S100B (2744)

MAG (363), KCNJ10 (760), KCNJ10 (2283), PLLP (3220), SOX10 (-3939)

MAG (363), KCNJ10 (760), KCNJ10 (2283), SOX10 (-3939), CNTN2 (5128)

CPB2 (3), PROC (932), HMGCL (-1434), CEBPB (-1543), HMGCS1 (-1561),

CPB2 (3), LIMS2 (-1077), GLI1 (-1701), CPB2 (1923), MED1 (-2194)

APOA5 (7), APOC2 (-109), ABCG5 (-574), SCP2 (-625), ABCG8 (-638)

CYP4F2 (423), ETFB (590), CYP2C8 (599), ECH1 (-768), PON1 (834)

BMP10 (445), NPPA (718), MYH6 (762), KCNA5 (1181), MYH6 (-1533)

LRRC10 (317), BMP10 (445), NEBL (603), MYOCD (673), NPPA (718)

CACNA1G (17017), CACNA1G (22143), CACNA1G (22678), CACNA1G (24246), CACNA1G (25199)

EYA1 (1766), CC2D2A (-5303), PRKACA (-5347), TRAF3IP1 (5615), TBX1 (6137)

EYA1 (1766), TRAF3IP1 (5615), PTPRO (5997), EYA1 (7660), AQP2 (-8431)

EYA1 (1766), OTX1 (-4311), TBX1 (6137), TSHZ1 (6847), MAPK1 (15455)

EYA1 (1766), AGR2 (40689), GPSM2 (-42663), SAV1 (73550), FOXA1 (167845)

Term’s genes closest to UMRs (distance to TSS in bp)

Table 4.1: Gene enrichment results with top five genes of a given term based on the
distance of transcription start site (TSS) to the closest hypomethylated UMR. Negative

distance denotes that the position of the element is upstream of TSS.

This protein is known to cause chromatin looping and genome folding by binding to unmethy-

lated regions and acting as an insulator [67, 68]. Conversely, hypermethylated UMRs overlap-

ping CpG islands showed no significant motif enrichment.

A wide range of motifs in low percentages of target sequences was identified in hypomethy-

lated UMRs, but no significant hits were identified in regions overlapping CpG islands. To

better understand these results, motif enrichment of hypomethylated UMRs was run for each

cell type individually. Table 4.2 shows the selected enriched motifs of several cell types. In line

with gene enrichment, a high cell-type-specificity is observed in the results, and transcription

factors related to correct cell types have been identified. Interestingly, bronchus cells are en-

riched for a nephron progenitor transcription factor binding site, providing more evidence of the

developmental similarity between bronchus and kidney tissues. In basal breast epithelia, 47%

of UMRs had a HIC1 binding site. This transcriptional repressor is a tumor suppressor often

found hypermethylated in cancer (its name is an abbreviation for Hypermethylad In Cancer 1).

Upon investigating which genes are located near UMRs with HIC1 binding sites, gene groups

previously reported to interact with HIC1 were identified [69]. These include UMRs observed

in the first intron of the fibroblast growth factor 2 (FGF2 ) gene, the second intron of fibrob-

last growth factor receptor-like 1 (FGFRL1 ), and 10kb upstream to C-X-C motif chemokine

receptor 1 (CXCR1 ) gene. However, many genes with previously unreported HIC1 interaction
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have also been identified. UMRs with HIC1 binding sites were observed in TSSs of interleukin

17B (IL17B) and persephin (PSPN ) genes, and in the first exons of keratin 6B (KRT6B) and

DIABLO (an inhibitor of apoptosis) genes. In prostate cells, HOXB13 transcription factor

linked to prostate development and recurrence following radical prostatectomy was observed in

∼60% of hypomethylated UMRs. Upon identifying genes in the proximity of UMRs with this

binding site, only a single gene with previously reported HOXB13 interaction was identified

– a marker of proliferation Ki-67 gene (MKI67 ) with a UMR in the 12th intron [70]. Among

other previously unreported genes, hypomethylated UMRs were identified in the first introns of

DROER (ERH mRNA splicing and mitosis factor) and ADH4 (alcohol dehydrogenase 7) genes.

It is unknown whether DNA methylation affects the binding affinity of HIC1, however, stud-

ies have shown that HOXB13 prefers methylated binding sites [71]. As previous research has

shown that overexpression of HOXB13 is related to prostate cancer recurrence [72], it might be

possible that this is accompanied by hypermethylation of its targets. This also underlines the

versatility of DNA methylation in the cell-type-specific context. It is not only associated with

reducing the binding affinity of transcription factors, but also its absence can cause the same

effect. Anyhow, these results can provide a list of putative targets and identify new regulatory

mechanisms in different cell types.

For all motif and gene enrichment results and complete lists of gene-annotated UMRs with

HIC1 and HOXB13 binding sites in basal breast and prostate epithelia, refer to the Data

availability chapter.

4.1.5 Chromatin states in hypomethylated marker regions

To assess the relationship between cell-type-specific methylation and chromatin modifications,

hypomethylated UMRs were compared with 15-state ChromHMM Roadmap genome annota-

tions [73] for several cell types. 15-state ChromHMM is a bioinformatic resource that integrates

epigenetic data of five histone modifications and annotates genomic regions with one of 15

chromatin states based on different combinations of histone marks present at that site. These

chromatin states correspond to predicted but not verified functional elements.

As most of these state annotations are available for bulk tissues in the Roadmap project,

I chose a few pure-cell samples and assessed their overlap with hypomethylated markers. All

used annotations came from sorted cell assays apart from liver tissue, which was determined

to be primarily composed of hepatocytes [39] and can be considered relatively pure. When

a set of UMRs is matched with the corresponding cell type annotation (diagonal), a strong

enrichment in regions predicted as enhancers (strong H3K4me1), genic enhancers (both strong

H3K4me1 and H3K36me3), and active transcription start sites (both strong H3K4me3 and

weak H3K4me1) can be observed (Figure 7). In line with the results shown in Figure 6, most

UMRs in matched annotations correspond to enhancer-like regions. However, when UMRs are

matched with non-corresponding ChromHMM annotations (annotations for the same regions
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in another cell type – outside the main diagonal), there is a significant enrichment in regions

annotated as quiescent (no marks), weakly transcribed (weak H3K36me3), weak polycomb re-

pressed (weak H3K27me3) and surprisingly, strongly transcribed (strong H3K36me3), possibly

marking intronic enhancers. Non-diagonal proportions of these elements were compared to the

diagonal ones using Fisher’s exact test, and all yielded a p-value < 2.2e-16.
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Figure 7: Fractions of chromatin states when overlapping hypomethylated UMRs with
corresponding and non-corresponding ChromHMM annotations. The legend with the

strength of chromatin marks was taken from Kundaje et al. [73]
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Motif logo Name P-value % in bcg

B cells

1e-44 7.78% 1.64%

E2A(bHLH)/proBcell-E2A-ChIP-Seq(GSE21978) 1e-43 43.95% 27.79%

EBF(EBF)/proBcell-EBF-ChIP-Seq(GSE21978) 1e-42 8.02% 1.84%

Myeloid

GATA3(Zf)/iTreg-Gata3-ChIP-Seq(GSE20898) 1e-495 63.50% 19.53%

TRPS1(Zf)/MCF7-TRPS1-ChIP-Seq(GSE107013) 1e-457 69.85% 25.77%

Gata6(Zf)/HUG1N-GATA6-ChIP-Seq(GSE51936) 1e-451 47.23% 10.81%

Cardiomyocites

TRPS1(Zf)/MCF7-TRPS1-ChIP-Seq(GSE107013) 1e-119 37.55% 21.56%

Tbx20(T-box)/Heart-Tbx20-ChIP-Seq(GSE29636) 1e-119 9.68% 2.38%

Tgif2(Homeobox)/mES-Tgif2-ChIP-Seq(GSE55404) 1e-103 56.41% 39.63%

Lung alveolar epithelial

1e-87 73.01% 44.41%

1e-78 62.73% 35.75%

1e-67 58.91% 33.99%

Lung bronchus epithalial

1e-73 40.29% 11.77%

1e-28 12.26% 2.56%

1e-09 20.70% 11.82%

Breast basal epithelial

Egr2(Zf)/Thymocytes-Egr2-ChIP-Seq(GSE34254) 1e-40 8.59% 2.16%

Egr1(Zf)/K562-Egr1-ChIP-Seq(GSE32465) 1e-35 20.08% 9.66%

HIC1(Zf)/Treg-ZBTB29-ChIP-Seq(GSE99889) 1e-19 46.93% 35.82%

p53(p53)/Saos-p53-ChIP-Seq(GSE15780) 1e-08 2.95% 1.07%

Prostate epithelial

1e-12 57.14% 16.38%

1e-08 60.32% 25.85%

Oligodendocytes

Sox3(HMG)/NPC-Sox3-ChIP-Seq(GSE33059) 1e-274 45.51% 20.98%

1e-51 28.95% 19.18%

Olig2(bHLH)/Neuron-Olig2-ChIP-Seq(GSE30882) 1e-29 31.31% 23.66%

Pancreas asinar epithalial

Nr5a2(NR)/Pancreas-LRH1-ChIP-Seq(GSE34295) 1e-95 22.98% 7.86%

Ptf1a(bHLH)/Panc1-Ptf1a-ChIP-Seq(GSE47459) 1e-48 55.75% 39.41%

Rbpj1/Panc1-Rbpj1-ChIP-Seq(GSE47459) 1e-38 27.57% 15.97%

Thyroid epithelial

1e-108 59.76% 38.07%

1e-104 59.84% 38.52%

1e-35 11.46% 5.17%

% in target 
sequences

PU.1:IRF8(ETS:IRF)/pDC-Irf8-ChIP-
Seq(GSE66899)

Nkx2.1(Homeobox)/LungAC-Nkx2.1-ChIP-
Seq(GSE43252)

Nkx2.5(Homeobox)/HL1-Nkx2.5.biotin-ChIP-
Seq(GSE21529)

Nkx2.2(Homeobox)/NPC-Nkx2.2-ChIP-
Seq(GSE61673)

Six2(Homeobox)/NephronProgenitor-Six2-ChIP-
Seq(GSE39837)

Six1(Homeobox)/Myoblast-Six1-ChIP-
Chip(GSE20150)

RUNX1(Runt)/Jurkat-RUNX1-ChIP-
Seq(GSE29180)

HOXB13(Homeobox)/ProstateTumor-HOXB13-
ChIP-Seq(GSE56288)

Hoxd13(Homeobox)/ChickenMSG-Hoxd13.Flag-
ChIP-Seq(GSE86088)

NeuroG2(bHLH)/Fibroblast-NeuroG2-ChIP-
Seq(GSE75910)

Nkx2.5(Homeobox)/HL1-Nkx2.5.biotin-ChIP-
Seq(GSE21529)

Nkx2.2(Homeobox)/NPC-Nkx2.2-ChIP-
Seq(GSE61673)

Pax8(Paired,Homeobox)/Thyroid-Pax8-ChIP-
Seq(GSE26938)
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Table 4.2: Motif enrichment results using HOMER.
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4.2 Deconvolving composite tissue samples via set cover region se-

lection

Apart from investigating cell-type-specific methylation, a secondary goal of the previous chap-

ters was to determine how regions should be selected in a multi-cell-type deconvolution problem.

Since the number of UMRs is very variable between different cell types and can be as low as

one, these cannot be used for deconvolution, thus, another method for identifying discriminative

regions should be applied. This chapter presents a deconvolution pipeline that utilizes a novel

method to select regions based on pairwise methylome differences using the set cover algorithm

combined with a weighted non-negative least squares optimization (NNLS). As no publication,

to my knowledge, has rigorously compared the performance of read-based and beta-based de-

convolution methods on the same set of regions and equal terms, this is an additional goal of

this project. The overview of the proposed approach is shown in Figure 8.

Firstly, a genome segmentation of informative regions was obtained by intersecting all 946

DMR identification files (Metilene output) for all 44 cell types – no aggregation was performed

a priori. This resulted in around 9 million regions.

Filtering was performed based on the number of CpG sites – at least 3; CpG density – at

least 2.5 CpG sites per 100 bp; coverage – at least 17.5x for all cell types in a given region and

intra-cell-type standard deviation – standard deviation between samples of the same cell type

has to be less than 0.33 for all cell types. These filtering thresholds were chosen because they

provide a good trade-off between the number of separable cell types in the final selected set and

keeping only highly-informative and trustable regions. Additionally, only regions where beta

values of cell types form two distinct partitions (unmethylated - p1; methylated - p2), separated

by at least 0.4, were selected. This kind of filtering enables the creation of binary vectors of

pairs of cell types a region can separate – only pairs where cell types are located in different

beta value partitions are separable. As some cell types had very few high-quality regions able

to separate them, they were joined into bigger groups. 1) CD4 and CD8 T cells; 2) monocytes

and macrophages; 3) colon endocrine and epithelia; 4) kidney tubular and kidney podocyte

endothelia and 5) all endothelial cell types, adipocytes, smooth and skeletal muscles were joined

into single groups. A few regions where members of these groups fall into separate partitions

were also removed not to introduce intra-group variability (See Methods and Resources). These

groups are hereinafter also referred to as cell types. The filtering procedure resulted in 26476

candidate regions from which the final set was selected.

Next, a greedy approximation of the set cover algorithm was employed to identify minimal

region subsets, using which all cell types are separable in terms of methylation. If we think

of every region as a subset of cell-type separators it can provide, then collecting all separators

means selecting the appropriate regions. Set cover is an NP-hard algorithm that provides a

minimal region subset, where the union of all region separators covers all cell-type separators.

Due to exponential computational complexity, it is not feasible to run this algorithm on many
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9.1 million regions

Region filtering

≥ 3 CpG sites
≥ 2.5 CpG sites per 100 bp density
≥ 17.5 coverage for all cell type
< 0.33 intra-cell-type standard deviation for all cell
types in a given region
Keep only regions where beta values form two
distinct partition separated by at least 0.4

26476 region candidates

Genome segmentation

All 44 cell types considered
Intersection of 946 pairwise DMR identifications 

Set cover region selection

Greedy approximation
Region score proportional to inter-parition delta-
beta, inversely proportional to intra-group beta
standard deviation and previously covered
separators
Iteratively run until depletion of separators

10497 selected basis

Read-based deconvolution

Binary p1/p2 classification of each read covering ≥
3 CpG sites of selected regions in input sample 
NNLS weighted inversely proportionalyl to intra-
cell-type standard deviation of p1-ratios of reads 

Beta-based deconvolution

Measure beta values of input sample in selected
regions 
NNLS weighted inversely proportionally to intra-
cell-type standard deviation of beta values

Beta value atlas creation

Beta values of slected reigons

Read fraction atlas creation

Fraction of reads in unmethylated p1 partitions
Threshold for each region set independently

Composite tissue sample

Percentages of 31 cell
types

Percentages of 31 cell
types

Figure 8: Diagram showing each key step in the proposed deconvolution approach.

regions; therefore, a greedy approximation is used. In each round of the greedy set cover, the

score of each region is weighted proportional to the inter-partition delta-beta (difference between

inner boundaries of p2 and p1), inversely proportional to maximal intra-cell-type standard

deviation, and inversely proportional to the sum of separators present both in the subset being

built and the assessed region. This weighting scheme forces the algorithm to prefer selecting

regions with high delta-beta, low intra-cell-type standard deviation, and those that maintain

uniformity in the number of selected separators. Set cover was run iteratively 369 times,

until depletion of any separator, while removing the selected regions from the candidate pool.

After 369 runs, some separators became depleted; therefore, generating a region subset able

to separate all cell types was impossible. Each of these 369 region subsets contained around
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30 regions, and together they formed a set of 10479 regions that were used for deconvolution.

Figure 9 shows a subset of 30 regions from a single set cover run (Manhattan distance with

complete linkage). Even with 30 regions, there are traces of biological clustering. Cell types

joined into single groups do not have large variations of region beta values between them, since

all regions separating them with a delta-beta of at least 0.4 were removed. Figure S4 shows

clustering on beta values of all 10479 selected regions.
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Figure 9: Beta values of 30 selected regions across all cell types. Clustering was
performed using Manhattan distance and complete linkage. Joined cell types are shaded

in gray.

An atlas containing reference values for each cell type in each selected region has to be built

before deconvolution can be performed. Two atlases, based on the same selected regions, were

created separately for beta-based and read-based approaches. The beta-based atlas contains

beta values of each region across all cell types. Atlas references of groups consisting of multiple

inseparable cell types were created by calculating the mean beta values of all group members.

For the read-based method, an atlas was created by determining the fractions of reads in the

unmethylated partitions (p1). Moreover, each region has its own threshold for assigning reads

to this partition: this is calculated as the midpoint between p2 partition’s minimal and p1

partition’s maximal value. Considering only read CpGs that fall inside a given region, if their

mean methylation value is less than a threshold, it is assigned to the unmethylated partition

p1; otherwise, to p2. Read-based atlas references of groups consisting of multiple inseparable

cell types were created by calculating mean p1 read fractions.

To determine cell-type abundances in an input sample, methylation in selected regions is

first measured based on reads or beta values. For each region, a linear equation is created
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where the unknown is the fraction of each cell type. Considering all regions this way, the result

is an inconsistent, over-complete system of equations where many contradict each other. This

problem is solved numerically using weighted NNLS. In the case of beta-based deconvolution,

the weight is inversely proportional to the intra-cell-type standard deviation of beta values. In

the case of read-based, it is inversely proportional to the intra-cell-type standard deviation of

fractions of reads in chosen partitions.

4.2.1 Simulations on synthetic cell mixtures

To compare the performance of my proposed methods and assess their accuracy when decon-

volving mixtures at different mixing ratios and coverage values, I used Blueprint [74] blood cell

WGBS data to create synthetic mixtures. Selected Blueprint samples come from monocytes, T

cells, B cells, and natural killer cells and can be considered relatively pure, as they are gener-

ated in sorted cell array experiments. Synthetic mixtures contain two cell types, one is taken as

the minor fraction and the other as the background. Cell types were mixed at 5/95%, 1/99%,

and 0.5/99.5% ratios, at mean sequencing coverage values of 1.5, 5, 15, and 28x. Mixtures

were generated for all possible combinations of input samples, mixing ratios, and sequencing

coverage values – this resulted in 144 simulated mixtures in total.

Besides comparing beta-based and read-based approaches, mixtures were also deconvolved

using UXM [39]. This read-based deconvolution software was modeled on the same dataset

by selecting the top 250 differentially methylated regions in one vs all other comparisons.

After measuring the proportions of unmethylated, mixed, and methylated reads in the selected

regions, NNLS optimization is used to infer cell type abundances in a composite sample. UXM

infers percentages of 36 cell types, while my method is limited to 31 since I deemed some

cell types inseparable, as previously explained. Given UXM utilizes a similar optimization

algorithm, its main difference w.r.t. my proposed methods is the region selection process.

Figure 10 shows predicted data aggregated by minor cell type percentages and coverage.

All methods struggle with detecting any non-zero fraction of the minor cell type at 0.5% on all

coverage values (Figure 11). With higher coverage and higher fractions, detection improves. No

significant differences between tools were identified in terms of empirical detection probabilities.

Next, deconvolution error was assessed by measuring the mismatch with the ground truth

fraction of the minor cell type, total deconvolution error (expressed as Manhattan distance from

the ground truth cell type vector), and by counting the number of false positives that appear

in the mixture with quantities greater or equal to 0.5%. These results are shown in Figure 12.

In terms of the absolute error of the minor cell type in the mixture, no significant differences

are observed except in cases of 15x and 28x coverage simulations. However, total deconvolu-

tion error and the number of false positives above 0.5% produced by any of my methods is
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Figure 10: Predicted fraction of the minor element in the mixture across different
sequencing coverage values. Green dotted lines denote the ground truth values.
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Figure 11: Empirical detection probability of minor cell type in mixture across
different coverage values. A detection is counted if any non-zero percentage of the target

cell type is reported.
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Figure 12: For each coverage value, absolute detection error of the minor element, total
absolute error (based on Manhattan distance), and the number of false positives above

0.5% is shown (left to right). Mann-Whitney U test was used for statistical significance.

significantly lower for all mixing rations and all coverage values w.r.t. UXM.

Figure 13 shows a more global result with more statistical power by aggregating all simu-

lation results. To put equal weights on errors made when predicting different fractions of the

minor cell type, errors were normalized by ground truth values being predicted for each sample.

Here, the change of different types of error w.r.t. increasing sequencing coverage is obvious.

Interestingly, even with 5x coverage, results are comparable with higher coverage values for all

tools and all types of errors. Using my proposed methods, the normalized error of the minor

cell type was significantly lower only in 15x and 28x experiments. However, in line with results

shown in Figure 12, UXM demonstrated at least a 3-fold greater total error and a significantly

higher number of false positives on all coverage values. Read-based and beta-based approaches

produced similar results, with the exception of beta-based having less total error and false

positives on some coverage values.

In order to test whether introducing weights had any effect and to compare the proposed

approach with UXM using the same optimization technique, the benchmark was run with the

NNLS weighting turned off. Figure S5 shows UXM compared to unweighted beta and read-

based deconvolution. The significance of improvements is almost identical to what is observed

in Figure 13. Figure S6 shows the comparison between weighted and unweighted beta and read-

based deconvolutions. Even though no significant differences were observed upon removing the

weights, the mean error when using weighted NNLS is visibly lower in most cases.

Simulating mixtures of different pairs of cell types at different ratios and sequencing coverage
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Figure 13: For each coverage value, the absolute detection error of the minor element,
total absolute error (based on Manhattan distance), and the number of false positives
above 0.5% are shown (left to right). Mann-Whitney U test was used for statistical

significance.

values allowed me to compare three models created on the same dataset. The proposed beta-

based and read-based approaches, which utilize set cover feature selection, significantly outper-

formed a software based on the more common selection of regions via one-vs-all-other compar-

isons (UXM). Interestingly, in this benchmark, the beta-based method performed equally well

and provided significantly less total deconvolution error and false positives w.r.t the read-based

one. From these results, it can be concluded that for accurate deconvolution, the effect of the

deconvolution level (read or beta value) is less important than how regions are selected.

4.2.2 Deconvolution of leukocyte and composite tissue samples

To further assess the proposed approach in different scenarios, I performed deconvolution on

nine in-house peripheral blood mononucleated cells (PBMC) samples and six samples of differ-

ent tissues obtained from the Roadmap database. As the beta-based method was deemed the

most accurate in the benchmark, it was the only one used. Additionally, unlike the read-based

method, it does not require sequence data in BAM format – increasing its applicability, as

sequence data is often hard to obtain and store. Based on the previous sensitivity analysis,

in these experiments, the detection threshold was set to 0.45%, as this value is just below the

mixing fraction deemed the detection limit. All cell types detected below this threshold are

removed, and the output is re-normalized to sum to 1.

Figure 14 shows the composition of blood cells in nine PBMCs which were used as germline

pairs in a cancer study [75]. All samples are primarily comprised of granulocytes with smaller

fractions of T cells and monocytes/macrophages. These results suggest a higher fraction of

granulocytes than reported in previous decompositions of such samples [39]. The label ”Other”

(black) summarizes all cell types which are impossible to find in a given sample – e.g. finding

prostate or breast epithelia in a PBMC sample. These can be thought of as false positives.
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Figure 14: PBMC decomposition of nine samples (left); mean cell type values
normalized to sum to 1 (right).

Next, six WGBS samples originating from different tissues were retrieved from the Roadmap

project, and their purity was assessed. In all samples, the primary cell types of a given tis-

sue were identified at a high fraction (Figure 15). Alongside these, I observed a high ratio

of mesoderm subgroup 1 (joined group of endothelial, smooth muscle, skeletal muscle, and

adipocyte cell types which I previously assessed as inseparable) and immune cells - especially

monocytes and macrophages (8.9% on average). A high fraction of oligodendrocytes and neural

cells were identified in brain hippocampus tissue. This sample also had the lowest fraction of

endothelial/muscle cell types. Pancreas tissue was assessed to be composed mostly of acinar

(60%), followed by duct cells with the lowest fraction of monocytes and macrophages. Colon

tissue consisted primarily of colon epithelial and endocrine cells. This sample also contains the

highest fraction of B cells (10.9%). Surprisingly, both ventricular and lung tissue samples had

fractions of cardiomyocytes and lung alveolar epithelia less than 30%, respectively. These are

primarily composed of mesoderm subgroup 1 cell types. Moreover, a low fraction of alveolar

epithelia was also observed by Loyfer et al. in the same sample using UXM. Again, known false

positives were joined under the ”Other” label.
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Figure 15: Inferred cell type fractions of Roadmap tissue samples.
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5. Methods and Resources

WGBS cell type data retrieval and pairwise DMR identification

Data generated by Loyfer et al. consisting out of 186 samples from 44 cell types, mapped to

hg19, was retrieved from NCBI GEO database (GSE186458) in both pat format, which contains

read-level information and beta format, which contains beta values for all 28.22 million CpG

sites. Beta files were converted to tables using wgbstools beta to table module [39]. These

tables were then used for coverage analysis and DMR identification. For a list of all samples

used in this research project, refer to the Data availability section.

For all 946 pairwise comparisons of 44 cell types, Metilene (version 0.2-8) [38] was used for

calling DMRs. The minimal number of CpG sites in a DMR was set to 5, and Benjamini-

Hochberg correction was used (-m 5-c 2 parameters). To filter raw Metilene output, the meti-

lene output.pl module was used with the maximal FDR value of 0.05 and minimal difference

in mean region methylation of 0.4 (-p 0.05 -d 0.4 parameters). As for some pairs of biologically

related cell types, the number of DMRs was low, these were joined, which reduced the number

of cell types from 44 to 38. Pairwise DMR calling procedure was re-applied for all combinations

of these 38 cell types. This resulted in 703 bed files containing high-quality DMR calls between

all cell types.

Extraction of UMRs

To identify sets of UMRs for each cell type, all 703 pairwise DMR identification files were

intersected using bedtools multiinter (version 2.27.1) function [76]. Then, seed markers were

identified for all cell types. Seed markers of a given cell type are regions that are identified

as differentially methylated in all pairwise comparisons that include that cell type. These

markers were then extended downstream and upstream to include regions supported by at least

97% of pairwise comparisons that include the considered cell type identified as differentially

methylated. The threshold of 97% means no more than one, out of 37 pairwise comparisons

that include a given cell type, can omit to call a DMR for a region for it to be used as a seed

extension. This approach was conducted separately for hypo and hypermethylated markers

across all cell types. For all putative markers, mean beta values and mean coverage was

calculated from all cell types’ data. Only markers with at least 3 CpG sites and mean coverage

of 15 were considered. Bed files containing region information, UMR type, methylation values,
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and CpG positions were created for all cell types (See Data availability chapter). As a sanity

check, UMR sets were checked for overlaps between cell types, and none were found. When

assessing the number of UMRs also identified by Loyfer et al., an intersection of 10% was used

(bedtools intersect -f 0.1).

Functional element analysis

To assess the distribution of functional elements in hypomethylated and hypermethylated

UMRs, various gene annotations for hg19 reference were retrieved using the UCSC table

browser. Annotations for 3’ and 5’ UTRs, exons, introns, promoters (1 kb upstream of the

TSS), and downstream regions (500 bp downstream of 3’ UTR) were combined with databases

of 1988217 enhancers [59] and 8827 silencers [60]. Only experimentally validated elements were

considered in both resources. To count an overlap with a functional element, a UMR has to

share at least 40% of its length with it (bedtools intersect -f 0.4). Therefore, a single element

can fall into multiple functional elements. If a UMR does not overlap any functional annota-

tion with this criteria, it is counted as ”Unknown”. Fisher’s exact test was used to test the

differences in ratios of different elements.

Gene enrichment analysis

Gene enrichment analysis was performed for all cell types independently by separating hypo and

hypermethylated UMRs using rGREAT (version 2.0.2) [63]. This tool envelopes an R-based

API for the GREAT [77] web-based enrichment analysis software through the submitGreatJob

function. In all rGREAT analyses, only enrichment for Gene Ontology terms was performed

using the oneClosest gene rule and hg19 as reference. As the retrieved data is unfiltered,

only statistically significant terms were considered where both Benjamini-Hochberg corrected

binomial and hypergeometric p-values were less than 0.05. In the results, only corrected hyper-

geometric p-values are presented. The regions associated with each significantly enriched term

and their closest genes with TSS distances were retrieved using the getRegionGeneAssociations

function.

Motif enrichment analysis

Motif enrichment was run separately for hypo and hypermethylated UMRs on individual cell

types and by piling up UMRs of the same type. HOMER’s findMotifsGenome.pl (version

4.11.1) [66] was used with –size 250 and -bits arguments, and by specifying hg19 as a reference.

To obtain regions with binding sites of interest and their closest genes, the annotatePeaks.pl

function was used. Motifs of interest were provided via the -m parameter. As HOMER does

not perform p-value adjustment, only highly significant results in the known category were

considered with a p-value less than 1-e8.
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Assessing chromatin states in hypomethylated UMRs

Chromatin state annotations from the 15-state ChromHMM model were retrieved from Roadmap

(egg2.wustl.edu/roadmap/data/byFileType/chromhmmSegmentations/ChmmModels/coreMarks/

jointModel/final). Bed files annotated as dense were downloaded for samples E27 (breast my-

oepithelium), E29 (monocyte), E32 (b cell), E30 (neutrophil), E46 (natural killer cell) and E66

(liver tissue). These were compared with UMRs of both corresponding and non-corresponding

cells by observing overlaps. In this case, a UMR is assigned to a ChromHMM annotation if

there is at least 90% overlap (bedtools intersect -f 0.9). UMRs that do not overlap any anno-

tations with this criteria are assigned with the ”Unmatched” label. To test the significance of

annotation enrichment in matched vs non-matched UMR-annotation pairs, Fisher’s exact test

was used.

Deconvolution pipeline

1. Genome segmentation and region filtering for deconvolution

To segment the whole genome into methylation-informative regions, all 946 pairwise DMR bed

files for all cell types were intersected using bedtools multiiter module. This resulted in 9.1

million regions that had to be filtered. For all regions covering more than three CpG sites and

having a density of at least 2.5 CpGs/100bp, mean beta value, mean coverage, and intra-cell-

type standard deviation were calculated for each cell type from its samples. Regions where all

cell types have coverage greater than 17.5 and a standard deviation less than 0.33 were retained.

The second filtering step included selecting only regions where cell types group into two

distinct partitions, p1 and p2, separated by at least 0.4 delta-beta. Let T = {t1, t2, ..., tN} be

a set of all cell types, where N = 44, and let qi = (qi1, q
i
2, ..., q

i
N) = (qia)

N
a=1 be a vector of mean

cell type beta values in a region with index i, sorted in ascending order. Region with index i

was retained only if there exists a ∈ {1, 2, ..., N − 1} such that qia+1 − qia ≥ 0.4. This filtering

allows one to classify each cell type as p1 or p2 in each region. Additionally, in regions where

qia+1 − qia ≥ 0.4 for some a ∈ {1, 2, ..., N − 1}, intra-partition delta-beta (distance between

partitions) was defined as bi = qa+1 − qa. After these filtering procedures, Lf = 28477 regions

were retained.

2. Aggregating inseparable cell types

After filtering, it was necessary to assess which cell-type pairs have enough discriminative

regions to be reliably separated and which ones must be joined.

For the set of cell types T , there are M = 946 possible pairwise combinations; therefore,

there are M possible cell-type separators. An ordered set of all possible separators Z = (Z1 =

{t1, t2}, Z2 = {t1, t3}, ..., ZM = {t43, t44}) can be created, thus enumerating them. Given a

filtered region index i, let P i
1 and P i

2 be non-overlapping sets of cell types that fall into p1

and p2 partitions of ith filtered region, separated by at least 0.4 delta-beta. The filtered region
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with index i is considered to be able to separate a set pair of cell types {ta,tb}, where a, b ∈
{1, 2, ..., N}∧a 6= b, if (ta ∈ P i

1∧ tb ∈ P i
2)∨ (tb ∈ P i

1∧ ta ∈ P i
2) (referred to as ? criteria). For ith

filtered region, its set of separators can be denoted as Ci = {Ci
1, C

i
2, ..., C

i
mi
} = {Ci

j}
mi
j=1, where

mi is the total number of separators for that region and Ci
j = {ta, tb} is a set pair of separable cell

types that satisfies (?) for any Ci
j ∈ Ci. This set of separators is computed as a set of all possible

pairwise combinations of cell types in the two partitions: Ci = {{ta, tb} : ta ∈ P i
1 ∧ tb ∈ P i

2}.
By using Z as an indexing reference, a vector vi can be created denoting whether ith filtered

region has a given separator or not:

vi = (vi1, v
i
2, ..., v

i
M) = (vik)Mk=1 such that vik =

1, if Ci
j = Zk for any Ci

j ∈ Ci

0, otherwise

By performing separator indexing on all regions, it was possible to obtain the total number

of each separator in the filtered region set: vglobal =
∑Lf

i=1 vi, where Lf = 28477 is the size of the

filtered region set. As values of vglobal represent the total number of separators between each

pair of cell types, creating a symmetric, 0-diagonal (N ×N) similarity matrix J is possible. J

was used to construct an adjacency matrix A by thresholding in the following way:

A = (Aab)a=1,2,...,N ;b=1,2,...,N such that Aab =

1, if Jab < 400

0, otherwise

The threshold of 400 was selected because it provided a good tradeoff between generating

as many final region subsets as possible and separating many important cell types. Using a

set E = {{ta, tb} : Aab = 1 for a, b ∈ {1, 2, ..., N}} an undirected graph G(N,E) was created.

Each of the five connected components in the set of connected components C(G(N,E)) was

aggregated into a single group. 1) CD4 and CD8 T cells; 2) monocytes and macrophages;

3) colon epithelia and endocrine; 4) kidney podocytes and kidney tubular epithelia; and 5)

adipocytes, all endothelia, smooth and skeletal muscles were joined. The proximity between

merged cell types aligns with DMR distances discussed in Figure 3. All regions in the filtered

region set that had separators between members of the connected components were excluded

from the region pool to reduce variability in aggregated cell types. This joining procedure

resulted in a set of Lc = 26476 candidate regions and a reduction from N = 44 to Ns = 31 cell

types which were inferred in deconvolution.

3. Region selection via set cover approximation

Let V be an (M × Lc) matrix where each row represents the presence of Z-indexed separators

in Lc candidate region. Let I = (Ii)
Lc
i=1 be an ordered set, where Ii = {k : Vik = 1 for k =

1, 2, ...,M} is a Z-based, separator index set of the ith candidate region; and let S be a (Lc×N)

matrix of intra-cell-type standard deviation of beta values of each region. Additionally, let

rescale(X) : Rn → [a, b]n : be a function for rescaling an n-dimensional vector into a bounded
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[a, b] interval.

rescale(X) =
(b− a)(X −min(X))

max(X)−min(X)
+ a

Then, b̃ = rescale
(
(bi)

Lc
i=1

)
can be defined as a vector of inter-partition delta-betas, rescaled

to [1, 2] interval; and sb = max
i=1,2,...,Lc

Sia can be defined a vector of maximal intra-cell-type

standard deviations across cell types. s̃b = rescale(sb) represents this vector scaled to [1, 2]

interval.

The goal of the following region selection was choosing a close-to-minimal subset of regions

that covers the set of separator indices X = {1, 2, ...M} − R, where R = {k : Zk ∈ E} corre-

sponds to Z-based indices of separators of aggregated cell types. This procedure is described

in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: Greedy weighted set cover (V , I, b̃, s̃b, X, M , Selected = ∅)
1 U ← X
2 Q← ∅
3 W ← −→0 M

4 while U 6= ∅ do

5 select region index i : i /∈ Selected that maximizes
|Ii ∩ U |̃bi(∑M

k=1(VikWk) + 1
)
s̃bi

6 if Ii ∩ U = ∅ then
7 return ∅ / case in which separators cannot be covered

8 end
9

10 U ← U − Ii
11 Q← Q ∪ i
12 W ← W + Wi

13 end
14 return Q

A single run of Algorithm 1 returned indices of regions that form a subset that can cover X,

as one shown in Figure 9. In the maximizing term in line 5, the score of each region is weighted

proportionally to the inter-partition delta-beta value and inversely proportionally to the cell-

type-wise maximal standard deviation of that region. The first term in the denominator forces

the algorithm to prefer regions with fewer covered separators, thus maintaining uniformity in

the number of separators.

To mitigate the biological variability of methylation, a single region subset is insufficient

for deconvolution. Algorithm 2 shows the iterative selection of region subsets until depletion

of any separator. The maximal number of possible iterations was 369, resulting in L = 10479

selected regions in total.

4. Creation of deconvolution atlas
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Algorithm 2: Iterative region selection (V , I, b̃, s̃b, X, M)

1 Selected← ∅
2 while 1 do

3 Q← Greedy weighted set cover (V , I, b̃, s̃b, X, M , Selected)
4 if Q = ∅ then
5 return Selected
6 end
7

8 Selected← Selected ∪Q

9 end

For the selected regions, atlas reference values were created separately for the beta-based and

read-based methods. Considering separable Ns = 31 cell types (including aggregated groups)

and L selected regions, the beta-based atlas was defined as a (L × Ns) matrix Ab containing

mean region beta values of all cell types across all selected regions. Values of aggregated cell

types were computed as the mean of their members.

As for the read-based atlas, the fractions of reads in unmethylated partitions p1 of each

region were calculated. Given a selected region index i, let Q1
i and Q2

i be sets of cell types beta

values in p1 and p2 partitions of the ith selected region. As defined in the filtering procedure,

min(Q2
i ) − max (Q1

i ) ≥ 0.4 for any i in the selected region set. Let g = (gi)
L
i=1 be a vector of

region-specific thresholds, where gi = max (Q1
i )−

min (Q2
i )

2
, which corresponds to the midpoint

between the inner boundary beta values of partitions of the ith selected region. In each sample

independently, reads with more than three CpG sites that overlap a selected region are classified

based on the fraction of methylated CpG sites. Given a read r, in ith region with n total CpG

sites and m methylated sites, if
m

n
≤ gi, r is classified as p1, otherwise as p2. After all reads have

been classified in this way, the fraction of p1 reads is determined independently for each selected

region. For all 186 samples covering all N cell types, for all selected regions i = 1, 2, ..., L, reads

overlapping three or more CpG sites were classified based on the region-specific thresholds gi

and the fraction of p1-class reads was calculated. Reference atlas values of cell types were

taken as the mean p1-fraction of cell type samples, while fractions of aggregated cell types were

calculated as means of group members - resulting in an (L × Ns) matrix Ar. Additionally, as

intra-cell-type standard deviation of p1 fractions was computed for all N cell types, sr represents

an (L × 1) vector of maximal cell-type-wise standard deviations of p1 fractions. Fractions of

reads were calculated from pat files using wgbstools.

5. Fitting cell proportions

Starting from a Bismark-mapped [78] BAM file, the reads overlapping selected regions are

extracted using bedtools intersect. Then, using samtools [79] (version 1.15.1), these reads are

filtered, leaving only primary alignments with MAPQ values of at least 20. For read-based
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deconvolution, in all selected regions, fractions of methylated CpG sites on reads overlapping

at least three region CpGs, were compared to the region-specific threshold g, and those reads

in partition p1 were counted. If possible, whole read pairs were assessed instead of reads for

data generated in paired-end sequencing experiments. If both pairs were in the same region,

the number of CpG sites covered by the whole fragment had to be at least three for it to be

considered. Counting p1-classified reads resulted in an (L × 1) vector yr. Additionally, let C

be an (L× L) matrix where the diagonal elements correspond to the total number of reads in

both partitions (p1 and p2) and all others are 0; and let s̃rinv = rescale(
−→
1 L − sr) be a vector

of inverted maximal p1-fraction standard deviations, rescaled to [1, 2] interval. Obtaining the

(Ns×1) vector of cell type abundances t was performed by minimizing |s̃rinv · (C×Ar× t−yr)|2,
subject to non-negative t, where Ar is the p1-fraction atlas.

Preparation for beta-based deconvolution involved the same procedure of BAM processing

and read filtering. Instead of counting p1-classified reads, beta values of selected regions are

computed using wgbstools, resulting in a (L× 1) vector, yb. Let s̃binv = rescale(
−→
1 L − sb) be a

vector of inverted maximal beta value standard deviations, rescaled to [1, 2] interval. Obtaining

t was performed by minimizing |s̃binv · (Ab× t− yb)|2, subject to non-negative t, where Ab is the

beta value atlas.

In both read and beta-based deconvolution, the output of weighted NNLS is normalized,

so its sums to 1. Additionally, optimization was performed with multi-starting – running

optimization several times from random initial values and then choosing the result with the

lowest L2 distance. Scipy version 1.10.0 was used for optimization. Both types of deconvolution

are implemented in a tool presented in this research project called methylcover (See Data

availability chapter). Apart from beta-based and read-based deconvolution, methylcover also

has a prepare bam module which envelopes the pipeline for processing BAM files into a form

suitable for deconvolution.

Synthetic mixture simulations

Four WGBS, sorted-cell array samples were retrieved from the Blueprint database [74] in

hg38-mapped files. These included natural killer cells (EGAF00000733380), CD8 T cells

(EGAF00000521928), monocyte (EGAF00000498309), and B cells samples (EGAF00000733412).

All BAM files were converted into pairs of FASTQ files (samtools bam2fq) and were realigned

with Bismark (bismark -q -X 500) to hg19. Hg19-mapped BAM files were then deduplicated

(samtools fixmate -m; markdup -r). Synthetic mixtures contained only two cell types in known

quantities, one as the minor part, the other as the background. These were mixed in rations of

95/5%, 99/1%, and 99.5/0.5 on 1.5x, 5x, 15x and 28x mean sequencing coverage values. Com-

bining all pairwise sample combinations in all mixing ratios on all coverage values resulted in

144 samples. To create mixtures, samtools view was used with the random subsampling option

-s. The background sample is downsampled to have the desired coverage value; then, based on

the number of reads, a fraction of the minor cell type is added. The resulting BAM files were
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converted to pat format to deconvolve with UXM, and the prepare bam module was used to

produce the right input format for beta and read-based deconvolution. While benchmarking,

methylcover was used with a detection threshold of 0 (-dth argument) and UXM was used with

default parameters.

Roadmap and PBMC sample deconvolution

A set of nine PBMC samples was retrieved from the study by Beltran et al. [75] in BAM

format. Input files for beta-based deconvolution were produced with methylcover prepare bam

functionality. Deconvolution was run with the detection threshold set to 0.45% (-dth 0.0045),

meaning that any cell type detected below 0.45% is erased from the final result, and the output

is renormalized to sum to 1.

Data for six Roadmap samples (E66, E71, E95, E96, E98 and E106) was retrieved from the

Roadmap database (egg2.wustl.edu/roadmap/data/byDataType/dnamethylation/WGBS) in

bigWig format for coverage and fractional methylation. Using UCSC’s utility bigWigAvera-

geOverBed, coverage and beta value formats were processed and combined to produce input

files for beta-based deconvolution. The detection threshold was set to 0.45%.

Statistical analysis and visualization

All statistical tests were conducted using a two-sided Mann-Whitney U test. For functional

element distribution analysis and ChromHMM annotation enrichment, Fisher’s exact test was

used. The number of ”*” symbols in figures denotes the level of statistical significance: * -

p-value ≤ 0.05; ** - p-value ≤ 0.01; *** - p-value ≤ 0.001; **** - p-value ≤ 0.0001. All

visualizations were produced in R using ggplot2 in combination with ggpubr, except cell-type

composition pie charts for which the plotly package was used.
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6. Discussion and Conclusions

In this research project, I introduced a method for identifying unique methylation signatures of

44 healthy cell types, investigated their functional properties, and created a novel deconvolution

approach where discriminative regions are selected via set cover algorithm based on pairwise

comparisons.

Performing pairwise differential methylation analysis revealed that methylomes group in

ways that reflect their developmental origins and biological functions, in line with previous

findings [39]. However, there are exceptions to this trend, as physiologically different cell

types, like adipocytes and endothelia, can converge to having very related methylation profiles.

Combining regions resulting from pairwise differential methylation allowed me to identify a set

of unique methylation markers for each cell type. Since some pairs of cell types had a high degree

of similarity, they were joined before markers were extracted. This reduced the number of cell

types to 38 but also increased the possibility of capturing markers in aggregated cell types. All

the cell types chosen for aggregation shared high functional similarity, except smooth muscle

and fibroblast. Identified markers consist mostly of uniquely demethylated regions (∼98.5%),

and their total number proved to be variable across cell types. Uniquely methylated markers

are rarer but significantly longer, richer and denser in terms of CpG sites, which is explained

by the fact that more than half of them are located in CpG islands. Cell-type-specificity

of these markers was verified using gene and motif enrichment analysis. Besides validating

UMRs, motif enrichment uncovered many potential novel transcription factor-gene interactions

in hypomethylated UMRs. However, to understand these interactions better, further research

is needed.

Regarding functional elements, markers are most frequently found in enhancer and intronic

regions. As the effect of DNA methylation is versatile in terms of increasing or decreasing gene

activity and transcription factor binding, a future perspective is inferring transcriptional states

of genes using the methylation patterns surrounding them. For this purpose, an integration

with a large body of transcriptional cell-type-specific data is needed, possibly leveraging single-

cell data. By using ChromHMM chromatin annotations, I inferred that most hypomethylated

UMRs are in enhancer-like regions where the only histone modification is H3K4me1. This

enrichment aligns with functional element distribution results and was only observable when

annotations for corresponding cell types were used, thus validating cell-type-specificity with
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orthogonal data.

As the number of UMRs is not uniform across cell types, and can be as low as a single

one, another method for selecting regions for the purpose of deconvolution was needed. Using

the sets of pairwise DMRs identified in previous analyses, I implemented a novel method for

discriminative feature selection using the set cover algorithm. To my knowledge, this is the first

application of such an algorithm for genomic feature selection. Both beta-based and read-based

deconvolution methods were developed using a set of regions selected in such a manner. As

no publications have compared the performance of these two methods on the same region set,

a rigorous comparison was an additional goal of this research project. Beta and read-based

methods were compared on simulated mixtures alongside UXM, a deconvolution tool built on

the same reference data. Overall, both methods that used set cover region selection exhibited

at least a 3-fold reduction in error compared to UXM, and this difference was mainly dictated

by a more precise identification of the background cell-type component in deconvolution. Sur-

prisingly, even though the beta-based approach is less preferred than read-level deconvolution

in recent literature, in this benchmark, it did not only perform as well as the read-based ap-

proach, but also at times was more robust to false positives. This suggests that the level at

which deconvolution is performed is less important than the process of selecting informative

regions.

Using the set of selected regions, if the experiment aims to identify the fractions of referenced

cell types, one might design a custom, targeted sequencing assay, thereby significantly reducing

the experimental cost, improving coverage, and leading to easier data processing and handling.

As all selected deconvolution regions were used in this project, further research aims to identify

the minimal number of set cover region subsets capable of performing accurate deconvolution.

Additionally, the proposed feature selection applies not only to methylation but, in theory, to

any multi-class high-dimensional data problem where the goal is to find minimal subsets able

to separate cell types. In general, identified UMRs and deconvolution regions are proven to be

valid for healthy adult cell types. How age and pathologies known to cause destabilization of

the epigenome might affect these methylation patterns is still unknown, therefore expressing

the need to expand the reference dataset with samples of various conditions. In the case of

genome-wide methylation disruptions occurring in cancer, it is possible that many regions se-

lected for deconvolution are affected, thus confounding the inferred cell type abundance results.

Another future research goal is to expand the current set of cell types with pan-cancer data. A

deconvolution tool built on such a reference set could have numerous clinical applications such

as non-invasive cfDNA cancer detection and tumor purity estimation.
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7. Data availability

The deconvolution tool created in this project is called methylcover and is available at github.

com/ciganche/methylcover. It infers the relative abundance of 31 cell types and supports

hg19 and hg38 human genome references. It is comprised of modules for beta and read-level

deconvolution, as well as a utility for preparing input formats from BAM files.

The set of UMRs, motif and enrichment data, as well as markers with specific binding sites,

are available at bit.ly/3IJMtYE.
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Figure S1: Sample CpG-site sequencing coverage across groups.
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Figure S2: Number of hyper and hypomethylated UMRs when smooth muscle and
fibroblast are separate groups.
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Figure S3: Methylation beta values of hyper and hypomethylated UMRs.
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Figure S4: Beta values of all 10497 selected regions across all cell types. Clustering
was performed using Manhattan distance and complete linkage. Joined cell types are

shaded in gray.
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Figure S5: Aggregated deconvolution results when using non-weighted beta and
read-based deconvolution. Mann-Whitney U test was used for statistical significance.
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Figure S6: Aggregated deconvolution results using weighted and not weighted NNLS.
No significant differences were identified.
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